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Abstract 
 
The present study examined volunteering in social dilemmas. Specifically, the research 
addressed comparing volunteering in a public goods dilemma and a common resource 
dilemma. Moreover, the Big Five personality variables were taken into account to 
examine their influence on volunteering. It was expected that participants would 
volunteer more under the common resource dilemma than with the public goods 
dilemma. Furthermore, it was expected high levels of agreeableness and extraversion to 
have a positive influence on volunteering, but high levels of conscientiousness to have a 
negative influence. The results showed that there was no significant difference in 
volunteering when comparing the two dilemmas. The majority of the participants 
volunteered regardless of the dilemma condition. Additionally, agreeableness, 
extraversion and conscientiousness were found to have no significant influence on 
volunteering. However, higher emotional stability was found to increase volunteering. 
Future research should be directed towards examining volunteering over multiple rounds.  
 Keywords: volunteer’s dilemma, common resource dilemma, public goods 
 dilemma, the Big Five  
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Volunteering in Social Dilemmas and the Influence of Personality 
 
“The law of evolution is that the strongest survives!’ ‘Yes, and the strongest, in the 
existence of any social species, are those who are most social. In human terms, most 
ethical...There is no strength to be gained from hurting one another. Only weakness.”  
― Ursula K. Le Guin (2015, p. 220)  
 
According to Griskevicius, Cantú, & van Vugt (2012), human beings have 
evolved to focus primarily on individual rewards and forcing costs on others, they are 
disposed to making self-interested choices in social dilemmas, especially in large groups 
with strangers. According to the theory of natural selection and kin theory, people are 
more concerned with the survival and reproduction of oneself, one’s family and one’s kin 
(Griskevicius, Cantú, & van Vugt, 2012). However, as social animals, it is frequently 
necessary for people to help others and sacrifice their own self-interest for the greater 
good. If people are evolutionarily destined to look out for themselves and their family, 
how can those instances be explained in which humans help complete strangers, or act in 
collective interest over self-interest? Volunteering is crucial in a broad range of 
situations, not only the typical volunteering settings that come to mind (for example, 
helping in a soup kitchen) but also those cases in which someone for example needs to 
volunteer to do the dishes.  
In some cases one person must volunteer in the name of the greater collective, for 
instance someone must clean the kitchen or else the whole household will be worse off. 
This constitutes a volunteer’s dilemma, in which one person must take action to further 
the collective interest. The volunteer’s dilemma is a derivative of the broader social 
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dilemma, which consists, at the most basic level, of a conflict between individual and 
collective gains.  
The Social Dilemma 
Social dilemmas arise in group settings where if someone does not cooperate in 
the task at hand, it could be detrimental to the collective. However, if all cooperate (i.e. 
no free-riders), all group members will benefit. The prosperity of a group is often 
dependent on the individual choices members make, which can either be positive (i.e. 
cooperative behaviour) or negative for the collective (i.e. non-cooperative behaviour) 
(Molenmaker, de Kwaadsteniet, & van Dijk, 2014). In social dilemmas, defecting will 
yield a larger individual payoff but the collective will suffer (Lozano, 2016).  Therefore, 
people regularly face the dilemma of either furthering the collective interest or acting in 
one’s personal interest. There are several types of social dilemmas, in this paper three 
kinds are of interest, namely, the public goods dilemma, the resource dilemma and the 
volunteer’s dilemma.  
The public goods dilemma, also known as the give-some dilemma, entails one in 
which a public good must be realized from which all people can benefit, regardless of 
whether every individual contributed to the public good (Molenmaker, de Kwaadsteniet, 
& van Dijk, 2014; Van Dijk & Wilke, 1997). For instance, in the case of donating blood, 
anyone can receive donated blood if necessary but they do not have to contribute 
themselves. From an individual perspective, it is more profitable not to contribute to the 
public good because this is costly (e.g. it takes up personal time and effort), and in the 
end everyone can make use of it (Molenmaker, de Kwaadsteniet, & van Dijk, 2014). 
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However, if there are too many people who do not contribute, the necessary public good 
will not be provided; with negative consequences for those who need it.  
In a common resource dilemma, also known as the take-some dilemma, 
individuals must decide on what amount to harvest from a scarce collective resource. As 
an example, there is a huge drought problem in California and the collective (the 
residents) would be better off if everyone would restrict their water consumption but not 
everyone does this. People often face the dilemma that in spite of the collective’s interest 
to limit consumption, it could be individually benefitting to consume excessively (Van 
Dijk & Wilke, 1997). If everyone continued harvesting as they please, the resource will 
be depleted.  
These two dilemmas have two things in common. On the one hand, there is a 
conflict between individual and collective interests. On the other hand, everyone will 
profit if each person furthers the collective and not the individual interest (Van Dijk & 
Wilke, 1997).  
The volunteer’s dilemma, is one where one person in a group must volunteer to 
bear a cost so a public good can be provided to everyone (Kreuger, Ullrich, & Chen, 
2016). As in the other social dilemmas, one must make a choice between individual 
interests and the group’s interests. However, if no one volunteers the collective is worse 
off, as no one receives any of the public good. The difference between the volunteer’s 
dilemma and the two previously discussed social dilemmas is that the former entails 
having at least one volunteer to produce the collective good, and this is not the case in the 
typical two other social dilemmas. 
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In this paper, the volunteer’s dilemma can take two forms, namely, a public goods 
or a common resource dilemma. Therefore, the research will be comparing a public goods 
volunteer’s dilemma (public good VoD) in which at least one person must volunteer to 
contribute to a public good, and a common resource volunteer’s dilemma (common 
resource VoD) in which at least one person must volunteer to refrain from harvesting 
from a common resource. An example of public goods VoD is a scenario where the 
internet has gone out for a whole neighborhood. All inhabitants know the company will 
fix it as long as at least one person calls them, at some cost. If nobody volunteers, all 
participants have obtained the worst possible outcome. However, if someone volunteers 
to call, the rest benefit even though they have not contributed. A common resource VoD 
is for example when a telecommunications company has to work on the cables on the 
street to improve connections. It is possible for everyone in the street to be only half an 
hour without connectivity but for this to happen one person must volunteer to have a 
whole day without internet because that will be their work station. If no one volunteers to 
have their residence as a work station, everyone will lack access for a whole day.  
Cooperation in social dilemmas can be described using normative considerations. 
It has been said that cooperative behaviour is associated with feelings of social 
responsibility; therefore behaviour in social dilemmas can be understood in terms of the 
moral obligation to make decisions in the interest of the collective. Thus, decisions in a 
social dilemma setting could be made considering whether decisions are morally ‘’good’’ 
or ‘’bad.’’ When people are more focused on the consequences of their behaviour on the 
rest of the group and as a result feel more pressured to act normatively, they will be more 
cooperative and have a higher sense of social responsibility (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1997). In 
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this same research they found that in common resource dilemmas, individuals evaluate 
their decisions taking the consequences for the collective into account. This is due to the 
fact that they are harvesting from a collective resource and if they harvest too much it is 
morally inappropriate (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1997). In contrast, the Public goods dilemma 
starts off with personal property and therefore individuals might feel less immoral when 
not giving up this personal property, in contrast to harvesting from collective property 
(Molenmaker, de Kwaadsteniet, & Van Dijk, 2014). As such, one could be less likely to 
contribute personal property to a public good. In comparison, one may possibly be more 
likely to refrain from harvesting from a common resource as this is seen as collective 
property and therefore elicits a higher sense of social responsibility.  
Based on the above, there are different frames of reference acting between the 
common resource VoD and the public goods VoD, and the first hypothesis can be 
formulated: 
 
Hypothesis 1: Participants are more likely to volunteer in a common resource VoD than 
in a public goods VoD.  
 
The Big Five Personality Variables  
The purpose of this paper is to compare volunteering behaviour in a public goods 
dilemma and a common resource dilemma, while at the same time investigating which 
personality variables have an influence on this behavior. Including these personality 
variables can be of value in terms of application to real life practice. If profiles of 
volunteers can be identified, charity campaigns could be directed towards the right people 
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and therefore maximize volunteering. For the current paper, the Big Five personality 
variables will be used which consist of Openness to Experience, Conscientiousness, 
Extraversion, Agreeableness and Emotional Stability. This framework has a considerable 
amount of support and is the most widely used and thoroughly investigated model of 
personality (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003).  
These five variables are bipolar factors (e.g., Extraversion vs. Introversion) which 
sum up more specific aspects (e.g., Sociability). These, in turn, incorporate a large 
amount of even more specific traits (e.g., talkative, outgoing) (Gosling, Rentfrow, & 
Swann, 2003).          
 Graziano and Eisenberg (1998) have researched the influence of agreeableness on 
cooperation and it has been suggested that it could be the fundamental dispositional trait 
which contributes to prosocial behaviours. It was found that agreeableness has a direct 
effect on volunteering (Carlo, Okun, Knight, & de Guzman, 2005). This is plausible, as a 
facet of this personality variable is being compliant with requests from others and 
volunteering behaviour is often elicited by others requesting for assistance (Carlo, Okun, 
Knight, & de Guzman, 2005). Moreover, Graziano and Eisenberg (1998) found a direct 
link between agreeableness and prosocial behaviour.      
 Based on these findings, the following hypothesis can be formulated:  
 
Hypothesis 2: People high on agreeableness are more likely to volunteer to abstain from 
harvesting or contributing to the public good. 
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Furthermore, extraversion was found to have an effect on volunteering. Positive 
effects on intentions to volunteer were found amongst those individuals who described 
themselves as more extraverted and warm (Bekkers, 2010). Carlo, Okun, Knight and de 
Guzman (2005) stated that extraversion has been shown to predict volunteering, and is 
‘’associated with sociability, gregariousness, assertiveness, positive emotions, warmth, 
and activity’’ which are all traits that can be associated with prosocial behaviors and 
volunteering. Volunteerism in real life settings frequently entails extensive social 
interactions; therefore scholars have related it to extraversion (Carlo, Okun, Knight, & 
Guzman, 2005).  
According to these findings, the third hypothesis can be formulated:  
 
Hypothesis 3: People high on extraversion are more likely to volunteer to abstain from 
harvesting or contributing to the public good.  
 
The third personality variable that seems to be typical of volunteering individuals 
is a lower level of conscientiousness (Bekkers, 2005; Bekkers, 2010). It has been found 
that less orderly and systematic people have a higher likelihood of participating in 
voluntary associations compared to more conscientious people (Bekkers, 2005). This may 
seem surprising at first but it makes sense because those high on conscientiousness are 
responsible, competitive, industrious and goal-oriented (Mike, Jackson, & Oltmanns, 
2014). This particular orientation, focused on achievements and career orientation, might 
lead one to abstain from participating in activities like volunteering that might not 
directly contribute to one’s individual success.  
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 Based on the above, the fourth hypothesis can be stated as follows:  
 
Hypothesis 4: People high on conscientiousness are less likely to volunteer to abstain 
from harvesting or contributing to the public good. 
Method 
Participants and Design  
The participants consisted of 90 individuals, the majority being from Leiden 
University. However, people outside the University also took part in the study. The 
participants were recruited using social media (e.g. Facebook), the SONA website 
(system containing all studies being executed at Leiden University) and by requesting 
people’s participation in the Psychology building of Leiden University. Since the entire 
experiment was in Dutch, they were required to have a sufficient understanding of the 
language. As compensation they received either course credits (1 credit) or €2, with 
everyone having a chance to earn €4 extra. The study was a between-subjects design, 
with participants being randomly assigned to either the public goods VoD or the common 
resource VoD. The dependent variable is participants’ volunteering behavior and the 
independent variables are the two dilemma conditions and the scores on the questionnaire 
(the Big Five personality variables), thus participant’s personality. After the experiment, 
participants were randomly allocated to groups of four to calculate their extra earnings. If 
at least one person volunteered, everyone received €2 extra making it a total of €4 (except 
the volunteer, who gave €2 during the experiment and therefore received only €2 extra). 
If no one volunteered in a group, none of the members received extra money.  
Tests and Measures  
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The entire experiment took part in the lab, in which participants had to fill out 
questionnaires and do the main experiment (i.e. the dilemma) on a computer. Participants 
were initially required to complete three short questionnaires in order to measure 
empathy, guilt proneness, and the Big Five personality variables. The questionnaires used 
to measure these variables were, respectively, the eight-item form of the Empathy 
Quotient (EQ8), the TOSCA (fifteen-items), and the Ten-Item Personality Inventory 
(TIPI). In this paper, mainly the TIPI will be taken into account and the EQ8 will be 
included briefly for exploratory reasons.  
The Big Five personality measure. The TIPI consists of ten items (see Appendix 
C for the items in the original language); two items for each of the five dimensions (see 
Figure 1 for an example). The items are rated on 7-point scales (1 = not at all and 7 = 
very much). The TIPI was designed to be finished within approximately a minute. As the 
questionnaire is so short, it is considered inferior to some extent compared to longer Big 
Five measures (e.g. BFI). However, Gosling, Rentfrow and Swann (2003) noted that the 
TIPI did reach adequate levels in terms of convergent and discriminant validity, test-
retest reliability, and patterns of external correlates.  
Procedure 
Upon entering the lab, participants were asked to read and sign an informed 
consent form. Subsequently, they went into a closed off room with a computer and started 
the experiment which lasted for approximately fifteen minutes. The participants had to 
complete the previously mentioned questionnaires, and then read through some 
information on the dilemma. They were asked three control questions before starting the 
main experiment to see if they had understood the explanation. The questions for the 
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public goods VoD and the common resource VoD were very similar. An example in the 
public goods VoD (see Appendix A for original language): ‘’how much does a group 
member earn if he/she decides to give 2 euros to the public good?’’ The next question 
was only presented once the participant had given the right answer; they were asked the 
same question until they were correct.   
The experimental part consisted of one round representing either the public goods 
VoD or the common resource VoD. In the public goods VoD, participants had €2 to start 
with. They were asked whether they were willing to volunteer to add €2 to the public 
good or €0, thus not volunteering. They were told that if one person in the group 
volunteered their €2, everyone in that group would receive €4 except for the volunteer 
who received only €2. Therefore, one person must make a costly contribution to benefit 
the collective. If no one would volunteer, everyone would be worse off because no one 
would receive any money.         
 In the common resource VoD, participants were asked to harvest either €0 or €2 
from the common resource. At least one person in the group had to volunteer to refrain 
from harvesting (i.e. choose €0); otherwise the resource would be depleted. If at least one 
individual volunteered, everyone received €2. If no one volunteered to not harvest from 
the common resource, no one received extra money.  
After the dilemma, participants were asked several motive questions (see 
Appendix B for original language), for example ‘’to what extent did you feel responsible 
in completing the task successfully?’’, giving a response on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly 
disagree and 7 = strongly agree). Subsequently, they were asked what they thought the 
experiment was actually about. Furthermore, the participants had the option to enter their 
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email address so we could contact them for possible extra earnings. To conclude the 
experiment, participants were debriefed on the actual goal of the experiment.  
 
Results 
 
There are six independent variables, namely personality (which consists of five 
dimensions) and dilemma condition (Public goods VoD x Common resource VoD). The 
dependent variable is volunteering behaviour, i.e. whether the participant volunteers to 
harvest €0,- (in the common resource VOD) or contribute €2,- (in the public goods VoD). 
To start with, the TIPI questionnaire had to be scored. To do this, the reverse-
scored items were recoded first. Subsequently, the average was taken of the two items 
(the standard item and the reverse-scored recoded item) per personality variable, these 
constitute each subscale. This provides the scores of each participant on each of the five 
personality variables. The means and standard deviations for the scores on the five 
variables, as well as the correlations per subscale can be seen in Table 3.  
 The analysis includes one dependent variable (volunteering: yes or no) and six 
independent variables (the five dimensions of the Big Five and dilemma condition). 
Therefore, a binomial logistic regression was executed to test all four of the hypotheses. 
A binomial logistic regression was performed to determine the effects of social 
dilemma condition, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, emotional stability 
and openness to experience on the likelihood that participants will volunteer. In terms of 
assumptions, linearity of the continuous variables with respect to the logit of the 
dependent variable was assessed via the Box-Tidwell procedure. Based on this procedure, 
all continuous independent variables were found to be linearly related to the logit of the 
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dependent variable. There was one studentized residual with a value of 3.453 standard 
deviations, which was decided to be retained in the analysis.      
The logistic regression model was statistically significant, X
2
(6) = 12.79, p = .046. 
The model explained 18.4% (Nagelkerke R
2
) of the variance in volunteering and correctly 
classified 75.6% of cases. Sensitivity was 88.3%, specificity was 50%, positive predictive 
value was 77.9% and negative predictive value was 68.2%. The Wald criterion 
demonstrated that only emotional stability made a significant contribution to volunteering 
(p = .013). Higher emotional stability was associated with an increased likelihood of 
volunteering (see Table 1).   
In terms of the hypotheses, there was no evidence found to approve them. 
According to the binomial logistic regression, there was no significant difference in 
volunteering when comparing the common resource VoD and the public good VoD. In 
addition, the hypotheses about the influence of agreeableness, extraversion and 
conscientiousness on volunteering were not supported. The findings suggest that these 
personality variables have no influence on volunteering behavior.  
Exploratory Analysis        
 For exploratory reasons, the time to decide whether to volunteer was measured in 
seconds. The minimum was 2.95 seconds and the maximum was 175.74 seconds (M = 
18.44, SD = 22.06). In addition, the eight-item form of the Empathy Quotient was taken 
into account in the exploratory analysis. The scores were found to be relatively high (M = 
5.46, SD = .74), meaning that the participants were generally quite empathic. The 
minimum score in the sample was 3.50 and the maximum score was 6.88.    
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Discussion 
The present research aimed to extend prior research on volunteering but in a novel 
setting, namely, social dilemmas. In the main experiment, participants were asked to 
either volunteer to contribute in the public goods VoD or to refrain from harvesting in the 
common resource VoD. While prior studies have compared behavior between public 
goods dilemmas and common resource dilemmas (e.g. Molenmaker, de Kwaadsteniet, & 
van Dijk, 2014); to the author’s knowledge no prior studies have explored volunteering in 
these particular settings. In general, relatively little research has been done on volunteer’s 
dilemmas.          
 Furthermore, the Big Five personality variables and their influence on 
volunteering behavior were taken into account. The scientific literature contains findings 
of personality variables on volunteering, however, in different settings than in the present 
research. The literature involved for instance, charitable behavior such as donating time 
or money or participating in voluntary associations (Bekkers, 2005; Taylor, 2015).  
In the first place, it was expected that individuals would be more likely to 
volunteer in a common resource VoD than in a public goods VoD. Furthermore, those 
high on agreeableness and extraversion were expected to be more likely to volunteer in 
both social dilemmas. Lastly, those high on conscientiousness were expected to be less 
likely to volunteer in either dilemma.  
The findings showed that there was no significant difference between 
volunteering in the public goods VoD compared to the common resource VoD (see Table 
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2). The majority of the participants volunteered in both social dilemmas. When taking an 
exploratory look at the results of the eight-item form of the Empathy Quotient (EQ8), it 
can be seen that the participants in the sample score quite high on empathy. According to 
the findings of Loewen, Lyle and Nachsen (2009), those with higher scores on the EQ8 
have increased empathic capacity and, in turn, report giving more money to charity. 
These findings can relate directly to this study in the sense that participants were asked to 
‘’donate’’ their money to the public good to benefit the collective, or refrain from taking 
a share of the common resource so everyone could get extra money. If our participants 
were generally high on empathy, it is possible they would be more willing to give away 
their money or refrain from taking money.      
 Contrary to expectations, agreeableness, extraversion and conscientiousness did 
not have a significant influence on volunteering in the public goods VoD or the common 
resource VoD.  It is surprising that agreeableness was not found to be a predictor of 
volunteering since it is positively related to empathic concern, and is positively associated 
with civic engagement and reported donations to charity (Bekkers, 2005; Loewen, Lyle & 
Nachsen, 2009). In addition, Elshaug and Metzer (as cited in Bekkers, 2005) found 
agreeableness to be characteristic of particular groups of volunteers. When looking at the 
means of participant’s scores on agreeableness (see Table 3), it can be seen that the score 
for agreeableness is one of the highest from the five personality variables. Even though it 
is not significant, the sample was generally high on agreeableness which could have 
caused a ceiling effect contributing to the findings, namely, a high rate of volunteering in 
both social dilemma conditions.       
 Extraversion and conscientiousness were also not found to significantly contribute 
VOLUNTEERING IN SOCIAL DILEMMAS  18 
 
to volunteering; this goes against our expectations and prior scientific findings. 
Volunteerism often includes extensive social interactions in real life settings, for this 
reason it has been related to extraversion (Carlo, Okun, Knight, & Guzman, 2005). A 
possible explanation for the contradictory findings in this research regarding extraversion 
could be that the present experiment did not actually involve social interactions; 
participants did not have any contact with others in their group so there was no reason for 
them to be extravert. In addition, social normative pressure on behavior was not working 
for the same reason, namely, there was no social interaction between respondents so there 
was no direct pressure from group members to act normatively.    
 Regarding conscientiousness, participants might have acted out of self-interest by 
volunteering as they wanted to insure extra earnings. Prior studies focused on 
volunteering in terms of acting prosocial without individual earnings. In the present 
study, the volunteer also had positive individual outcomes and could therefore still act in 
self-interest while seeming prosocial. This could be a potential explanation for the 
research findings differing compared to previous findings.  
The other Big Five personality variables were also taken into account for 
exploratory reasons. According to the findings, emotional stability has a significant 
influence on volunteering. Individuals high on emotional stability were more likely to 
volunteer in a public goods VoD and a common resource VoD. This finding coincides 
with Musick and Wilson’s (2003) research on the negative relation between depression 
and civic engagement. They found that volunteering seems to have a positive effect on 
the mental health of the elderly but not on that of the younger population. The present 
research could extend these findings in that the reverse is also possible; namely, those 
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high on emotional stability tend to volunteer more. In addition, the current research 
included mostly a younger population. Potentially, younger people high on emotional 
stability volunteer more but as they get older the relationship reverses. According to 
Scheibe and Carstensen (2009), emotional stability increases with age. Future research 
should look more into the relationship between age, emotional stability, and 
volunteerism.           
 For exploratory reasons, the time to make the decision whether to volunteer was 
measured. When looking at these values, it can be seen that there is a large variation 
between the participants’ time to decide. The unexpected findings here could have 
resulted from some participants making a quick decision without actually thinking it 
through. As the entire experiment was relatively short, many participated in between 
appointments at the university; therefore they might have rushed it and not properly 
thought about their responses. In contrast, many other participants took relatively long to 
respond. It would be interesting to research the possible reason for this contrast between 
the participants and what consequence this has on volunteering.    
 This line of research is important as it contributes to theory and practice. As 
mentioned earlier, the volunteer’s dilemma has not been researched extensively. It is of 
importance in terms of identifying profiles of volunteers, e.g. personality variables, and 
motivations for volunteerism. In practice, this knowledge can be applied when recruiting 
volunteers by directing campaigns towards the appropriate individuals, i.e. those most 
likely to participate. By applying this type of knowledge from scientific research to real 
life practice, volunteerism can be maximized.  
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Conclusion 
This study investigated the volunteer’s dilemma, with four hypotheses being 
formulated from the literature. Volunteering was compared in a public goods VoD and a 
common resource VoD. Logit regression analysis was used, which showed the four 
hypotheses were not supported. Reasons for this have been postulated.  
Limitations & Future Directions 
 The limitations of the current study are first, the population consisted mostly of 
Psychology students from Leiden University. The generalizability of the findings might 
be limited to (psychology) students. Bekkers (2005), for instance, found that level of 
education acts as a moderator in the positive relationship between emotional stability and 
volunteering. Furthermore, it is possible that psychology students are generally higher on 
empathy and therefore more inclined to volunteer. Myyry and Helkama (2001) found that 
social science students had the highest scores on emotional empathy compared to other 
fields of study, such as engineering students who had the lowest scores. Therefore, as the 
sample consisted mainly of psychology students this could have biased the results and 
caused the hypotheses to not be supported. Further research should be conducted in order 
to obtain more generalizable findings.        
 Second, the Big Five questionnaires were completed right before doing the main 
experiment. Participants might have been primed by completing them so close to the 
dilemmas. When exploring participant’s answers on the question about the goal of the 
experiment, a relatively large number mentioned empathy or the influence of personality 
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variables in one way or another. Thus, they could have been influenced by the 
questionnaires into acting in a socially desirable manner as they knew partly what the 
goal was. This could have contributed to the unexpected findings of this experiment. In 
the future this could be prevented by administering the questionnaires at a different point 
in time, either beforehand with enough time in-between completing them and undertaking 
the main experiment or after the main experiment.     
 It is worth noting some directions for future research on this subject. To our 
knowledge, this is the first study that has examined the volunteer’s dilemma by 
comparing volunteering in a public goods dilemma and a common resource dilemma. 
Generally, more research should be conducted in this area.      
 More specifically, in the present study we looked at volunteering in one round of 
a social dilemma. It would be interesting to examine how, if so, volunteering behavior 
changes over multiple rounds. Perhaps personality variables have more of an influence 
over time, especially if participants receive feedback on extra earnings after every round. 
In these kinds of uncertain situations, where one cannot communicate with one’s group 
members, people tacitly coordinate by applying the equal division rule (Van Dijk, De 
Kwaadsteniet, & De Cremer, 2009). However, when collective feedback on the previous 
round shows the group has failed (for example, overharvested from a resource); people 
will base decisions according to their social value orientation. A strong situation is one in 
which there are salient cues to guide behavior. According to Mischel (as cited in Van 
Dijk, De Kwaadsteniet, & De Cremer, 2009), weak situations are those ‘’that do not 
generate uniform expectancies concerning the desired behavior.’’  Therefore, it is 
possible that if one finds out there is a weak situation, the Big Five personality variables 
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come into play in the way that was stated in the hypotheses.     
 There has been some discussion about using global versus trait specific 
personality variables as indicators of social behaviors, for instance volunteerism (Carlo, 
Okun, Knight, & de Guzman, 2005). For example, using agreeableness from the Big 
Five, which is global, instead of empathy, which is more specific. Earlier research 
examining prosocial behaviors has often employed measures of more specific traits, e.g. 
sympathy and empathy (e.g. Allen & Rushton, 1983; Batson, 1999, as cited in Carlo, 
Okun, Knight, & de Guzman, 2005).  It might be valuable integrating global and trait-
specific methods in the future to examine the association between personality and 
behavior.      
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Tables 
 
Table 1  
Logistic Regression Predicting Likelihood Volunteering Based on Givesometakesome, Extraversion, 
Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Emotional Stability and Openness to Experience 
  Wald df p Odds 
Ratio 
95% CI for Odds 
Ratio 
Lower         Upper 
Givesometakesome 
Extraversion 
Agreeableness 
Conscientiousness 
Emotional  
Openness 
Constant 
-.67 
-.12 
-.26 
-.20 
.48 
-.28 
1.64 
.50 
.18 
.27 
.21 
.19 
.21 
2.30 
1.84 
.45 
.94 
.89 
6.15 
1.84 
.51 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
.175 
.504 
.333 
.346 
  .013* 
.175 
.475 
.51 
.89 
.77 
.82 
1.61 
.76 
5.15 
.19             1.35 
.63             1.26 
.46             1.31 
.54             1.24 
1.11           2.34 
.51             1.13 
Note.  Givesometakesome stands for the take some dilemma compared to the give some dilemma 
* Significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2.  
Frequencies of Volunteering in the Give-some Dilemma and the Take-some Dilemma  
 Volunteering No volunteering 
Givesome 28 18 
Takesome 32 12 
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Table 3.  
Descriptive Statistics and Correlations per Subscale on the TIPI 
 
 M SD r 
Extraversion 4.64 1.50 .669** 
Agreeableness 5.27 .91 .197 
Conscientiousness 4.41 1.24 .483** 
Emotional Stability 4.56 1.46 .622** 
Openness to Experience 5.30 1.26 .528** 
** Significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Figures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To what extent does the following pair of characteristics describe you? 
Critical, Quarrelsome 
 
Figure 1. Example of an item in TIPI 
 
Very much Not at all 7 5 6 1 2 3 4 
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Appendix A 
Control Questions for Public Goods VoD in the Original Language 
1. Hoeveel verdient een groepslid als hij/zij besluit om 2 euro aan de gezamenlijke pot te 
geven?  
2. Hoeveel verdienen de 4 groepsleden als geen van hen 2 euro aan de pot geeft?   
3. Hoeveel verdient een groepslid als hij/zij zelf NIET 2 euro pot aan de pot geeft, maar 1 
van zijn/haar mede-groupsleden doet dit wel?  
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Appendix B 
Motive Questions in the Original Language 
1. In hoeverre voelde je je verantwoordelijk om deze taak tot een goed einde te 
brengen?  
2. In hoeverre wilde je meer geld verdienen dan je mede-groepsleden? 
3. In hoeverre vond je dat het je plicht was om je in te zetten voor je groep?  
4. In hoeverre wilde je voorkomen dat je minder geld zou verdienen dan je mede-
groepsleden? 
5. In hoeverre zou je je schuldig voelen als de groepsbonus niet gehaald zou 
worden?  
6. In hoeverre probeerde je in de groepstaak een eerlijke keuze te maken? 
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Appendix C 
TIPI Questions in the Original Language 
In hoeverre is het volgende paar eigenschappen op jou van toepassing?:  
Extravert, Enthousiast 
Kritisch, Ruziezoekend 
Grondig, Gedisciplineerd 
Angstig, Makkelijk van streek te brengen 
Open voor nieuwe ervaringen, Levendige fantasie  
Gereserveerd, Stil  
Sympathiek, Vriendelijk 
Lui, Gemakzuchtig 
Kalm, Emotioneel stabiel  
Weinig artistieke interesse, Weinig creatief 
 
 
